June 2, 2011

www.bracpmo.navy.mil
Building 1, Suite 140, Community Conference Center
Alameda Point
Alameda, California

The following participants attended the meeting:

Co-Chairs:
Derek Robinson Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program
Management Office (PMO) West, BRAC Environmental
Coordinator (BEC), Navy Co-chair
Dale Smith Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Community Co-chair
Attendees:

RAB Members

Richard Bangert Carol Gottstein, M.D. Daniel Hoy
George Humphreys Joan Konrad James Leach
Jean Sweeney Jim Sweeney Michael John Torrey

Community Members/ Public Attendees

Christina Felker Fred Hoffman
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Navy Members

Cecily Sabedra Navy Remedial Project Manager

Requlatory Agencies

David Cooper U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
James Fyfe California Environmental Protection Agency Department
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
Melinda Garvey EPA
John West San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

(Regional Water Board)

City of Alameda Representatives

Peter Russell Russell Resources/ Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment
Authority (ARRA)
Contractors
John McMillan Shaw Environmental, Inc.
Campbell Merrifield Trevet Environmental Consultants
Tommie Jean Valmassy Tetra Tech EM Inc.

The meeting agenda is provided as Attachment A.
MEETING SUMMARY

Derek Robinson (Navy Co-chair) called the June 2011 former Naval Air Station Alameda
(Alameda Point) RAB meeting to order, welcomed all to the meeting and asked for
introductions.

l. Community and RAB Comment Period

Joan Konrad (RAB member) read a personal statement aloud, “Since we have three new
members, | thought it would be a good idea possibly for the RAB community members to get
together and have a meeting to review our goals and discuss the possibility of improving our
effectiveness. There has been little interest in that. 1 would however like to offer kudos, first of
all to the members of the RAB who want this process to result in the highest possible cleanup.
The Navy has been allotted limited funds to finance it, and it seems to me they work hard to
create a process that provides the highest quality standards. EPA, the DTSC, and the Water
Board are charged with negotiating with the Navy to ensure that this is done. They are our
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community’s and the City’s negotiators. The City of course wants the base cleaned up because
they’ve been waiting a long time to redevelop. The community members, all of us, want the
same thing, cleanup to the highest standard. There is no doubt in my mind the way to
accomplish this is to understand we all want the same thing, and the best way to achieve it is to
work together in the spirit of cooperation and | hope we can.”

George Humphreys (RAB member) asked about the status of Jeff Knoth, formerly listed as a
RAB member, and whether formal action, such as a RAB vote, had been taken to remove Mr.
Knoth from the RAB. He said Mr. Knoth was included as a representative from the Alameda
Unified School District (AUSD). Since Mr. Knoth is no longer included on the list, he requested
the Navy invite someone as a representative from the AUSD. Mr. Humphreys said because
Encinal High School is close to the Alameda Point, it is important to keep the AUSD informed.
Mr. Robinson said he will review Mr. Knoth’s status, and can extend an invitation for someone
from AUSD to attend the RAB meetings. Daniel Hoy (RAB member) said he will provide Mr.
Robinson with contact information for a facilities manager at the AUSD. John West (Regional
Water Board) said he would contact Mr. Knoth regarding his status.

1. Co-Chair Announcements

Ms. Smith provided a copy of a former Mare Island Naval Shipyard (MINS) progress report that
discusses reuse of a building that is similar in size to Alameda Point’s Building 5. She said the
building is being considered for reuse by companies specializing in wind turbine manufacturing,
solar panel manufacturing, and large steel fabrication, and it is good to see them moving forward
with reuse. Ms. Smith noted that former Naval Station Treasure Island will likely transfer next
year.

Ms. Smith presented one comment letter regarding the Second Revised Draft, Operable Unit
(OU)-2B Feasibility Study, on behalf of the RAB. Ms. Konrad submitted a comment letter of
her own (Attachment B-1; Attachment B-2). She requested a copy of the response to the
comments once they are prepared so that she may review the responses. Ms. Smith said the OU-
2C Feasibility Study was finalized and included cost estimates for cleaning up Buildings 5 and
5A based on RAB comments, although the investigation area was not expanded.

Mr. Robinson presented the list of upcoming documents and scheduled field activities
(Attachment B-3). He said dredging was completed in May in the northeastern corner of
Installation Restoration (IR) Site 17. Dredging is expected to be completed in the northwest
corner by 2012, after funding is acquired and a new contract is in place. He said a remedial
action and excavations are ongoing at IR Site 35. He said radiological scanning and sampling is
ongoing at IR Site 32 and results will be provided as they become available. The sampling and
scanning will be useful in determining the IR Site 32 boundary. He said at OU-2B, in IR Site 21,
a six-phase heating pilot test has begun in the source area closest to the San Francisco Bay (Bay)
(the wishbone-shaped plume).
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Mr. Robinson said that there will not be a July RAB meeting, due to the holiday week. However,
there will be a tour on Saturday, July 16. He said the four planned tour stops include: (1) OU-
2B six-phase heating at IR Site 21; (2) IR Site 1; (3) IR Site 17 Seaplane Lagoon, where
dredging has stopped but other activities are ongoing; and (4) Building 5. Mr. Robinson said the
tour could include riding in the bus a short distance up the berm surrounding IR Site 2 for a view
over the site from the bus. However, this is only possible if it is not raining, and the tour
participants will not be able to exit the bus. He asked the RAB to vote whether they want to ride
the bus onto IR Site 2. The RAB agreed that the site should be included on the tour.

1. IR Site 1 Landfill; Groundwater Remedial Action

Mr. Robinson introduced Cecily Sabedra (Navy RPM) to provide an update on groundwater
remedial action at IR Site 1 (Attachment B-4). He said there is a Record of Decision (ROD)
Amendment planned for the IR Site 1 soil remedial action, and the Navy has elected to proceed
with the groundwater remedial action rather than wait for the ROD Amendment to be completed.

Ms. Sabedra said the draft groundwater remedial design/remedial action work plan for IR Site 1
is due in July and there will be a 60-day review period.

During the review of slide 7, Richard Bangert (RAB member) asked what a multilevel
piezometer is. Ms. Sabedra explained it is similar to a groundwater monitoring well, in that a
boring is advanced and a sleeve with screened intervals is inserted. She said the piezometers are
usually used to differentiate pressure. Ms. Smith asked if the piezometers are part of the
quarterly groundwater monitoring program. Ms. Sabedra said they are not; they had been
installed for a previous investigation and were used during the pre-design characterization study.

During the review of slide 11, Ms. Smith asked if piezometer PZ 11 is past the funnel-and-gate
system. Ms. Sabedra said it is right in front of the funnel-and-gate system. Ms. Smith said the
figure shows that at 8 feet below ground surface (bgs) the concentration is 40,108 parts per
billion (ppb), while at the source area the concentration is 7,517 ppb. Ms. Sabedra said the
concentrations represent the total halogenated volatile organic compounds (VOC), including
different organic compounds which may account for the difference in the mass total. Mr.
Humphreys said the concentration appears to increase at 10 feet bgs where it is 77,530 ppb. Mrs.
Sweeney said it seems to get more concentrated the deeper it goes.

Turning back to slide 7, Mr. Humphreys asked if the funnel-and-gate system is open at the box.
Ms. Sabedra said it is open and water does flow through the gate. Mr. Humphreys asked if there
is any flow in the transect marked “A/A” which appears to go through the wall of the funnel-
and-gate system. Ms. Sabedra said it is possible the funnel and gate does not completely contain
the groundwater and some flows around the sides of the funnel and gate. Mr. Humphreys asked
how deep the sheet piling for the funnel-and-gate system extends. Ms. Sabedra estimated 12 feet
bgs, but was unsure. She said the funnel-and-gate system was installed in the early 1990s in
conjunction with treating the groundwater with zero-valent iron that was reported to be
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successful. Ms. Smith asked if the funnel-and-gate media needs to be replaced, based on
information that such a system should be refreshed every seven years as part of operation and
maintenance. Ms. Sabedra said if the funnel-and-gate system was part of the final remedy it
would be replaced, but it is considered an interim remedy. Mrs. Sweeney recalled seeing a
plume map that included part of the plume going through the funnel-and-gate system, while
another part of the plume makes a wide swing out around it. She asked if there are enough wells
to test the portion of the plume that swings out around the funnel and gate. Ms. Sabedra said
there is a well in place as part of the basewide groundwater monitoring program for monitoring
the western edge of the plume. Ms. Sabedra said the monitoring well is MWO0-28B and pointed
out the approximate location on the figure.

Turning back to slide 3, Mr. Humphreys said at one time the plume had originated from one of
the 5 or 6 disposal cells. Later, it was said to have originated from the corner of some industrial
building, which is now referred to as an historical waste area. He asked how confident the Navy
is about the source. Ms. Sabedra said based on the data, the potential source area has likely been
identified. She stated it is difficult to know the exact source, but the data can be interpreted.
Mrs. Sweeney asked what is considered to be the source of the plume. Ms. Sabedra said based
on historical information there is an area referred to as a waste pit, shown on the historical
photograph on slide 3. Ms. Smith asked if the historical waste area contained 55-gallon drums
that had not been punctured. Ms. Sabedra said at this time it is unclear if there were drums or if
the waste was just disposed of in the area.

During the review of slide 12, Mr. Humphreys asked why the operator is wearing a respirator.
Ms. Sabedra said the respirator is protecting the operator from oxidizing compounds for the in-
situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) treatment that is being mixed in the tanks, consisting of hydrogen
peroxide and persulfate.

During the review of slide 13, James Leach (RAB member) asked what three oxidant types were
evaluated during the bench test. Ms. Sabedra said the three oxidants tested were: (1) alkaline-
activated sodium persulfate (A-ASP), (2) d-Limonene-enhanced alkaline-activated sodium
persulfate (D-A-ASP), and (3) catalyzed hydrogen peroxide-activated sodium persulfate (CHP-
ASP), which is the one that performed best.

Fred Hoffman (community member) asked what were the concentrations of contaminants used in
the bench test. Ms. Sabedra said groundwater from the source area was used, where the
maximum concentration was around 400,000 ppb for total VOCs. Mr. Hoffman said
concentrations in that range are commonly indicative of “pure product” and asked if the bench
test had been tried on pure product. Ms. Sabedra said product was not found at the site. Mr.
Hoffman asked if that affected bench testing. Ms. Sabedra said the preferred product was
designed to address potential “pure product”. Mr. Leach asked if the bench test was being
conducted in the ground or in tanks. Ms. Sabedra said it was conducted in the ground. Mrs.
Sweeney said once the highest concentrations are treated, the next phase seems like it will be
natural attenuation into the Bay. Ms. Sabedra said there are performance goals, and there are
plans for up to three rounds of treatment.
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Mr. Leach asked how one “round” of treatment is defined. Ms. Sabedra said it is not easy to
define a “round” because higher concentration and lower concentration areas will be treated
differently. Mr. Robinson said that information will be included in the draft remedial design
document, which will be issued next month. Mr. Leach said he would define one round as when
the total volume of liquid in the aquifer goes through one exchange cycle, because you are re-
injecting the cleaned-up water. Ms. Sabedra said yes, they will be extracting and injecting at the
same time.

During the review of slide 15, Mr. Hoffman asked what are the concentrations of the VOC plume
lines shown. Ms. Sabedra said that information will be in the design document. She said the
lines represent the lateral extent of the various VOCs considered for treatment. Carol Gottstein
(RAB member) said the concentrations do not just disappear at the edges of the lines; there must
be a limiting concentration. Ms. Sabedra said the figure was a conceptual drawing with the intent
to show the target treatment area.

Mrs. Sweeney asked if the source area was ever part of any of the trenching investigations. Ms.
Sabedra said no, the pre-design characterization did not trench in that area, and she does not
believe there were trenches in the area during prior investigations.

Mr. Humphreys said at one time there was a representation made that there was dense non-
aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) in the plume. He asked if there is DNAPL now. Ms. Sabedra
said that direct evidence of DNAPL was not observed during the recent sampling event. In the
late 1990s it was reported that light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) was detected in one or
two wells, which has not been reported since. She said if product is found during a well
installation for the treatment system, it will be removed. Mr. Robinson asked if the more recent
investigation was looking for LNAPL. Ms. Sabedra said they were looking for LNAPL but did
not find any.

Ms. Smith asked if the funnel-and-gate system was to the east of the road. Mr. Humphreys
confirmed it was always to the west of the road. Ms. Smith said she had seen old plume maps
with a boomerang-shaped plume and asked if tidal action took care of the problem. Ms. Sabedra
said that was the model for the plume before the pre-design characterization study was
completed. She said the additional data support the current plume shapes. Mr. Hoffman said
based on what is presented here, there is insufficient information to determine what the plume
looks like today. Ms. Sabedra said the detailed information will be in the design document. Mr.
Hoffman asked what the definition of “plume” is for this project. Mr. Robinson said the lines on
the figure are to demonstrate the area to be treated. The concentration contours will be presented
in the upcoming remedial design document. The goal this evening is to provide information to
help in the review of the document. Mr. Hoffman said it appears that the Navy believes this
plume is only 20 to 30 feet wide, and is basing that on a single well that is not identified on any
of the maps in the presentation. Mr. Hoffman asked how it can be stated that the plume has not
reached the Bay, using results from quarterly sampling over the years in wells that are hundreds
of meters apart, without presenting data on any of the figures. Mr. Robinson said the Navy will
distribute a concentration map to the RAB as soon as it is created. Dr. Gottstein said a map with
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a lot of concentrations does not answer the question of what number was used to create the lines
on the figure, and that is the number she is interested in knowing. Mr. Robinson said that
information can be included as well. Mrs. Sweeney said there is a lot of information that can be
included on a map such as the concentrations, and the depth of the concentrations as well.

Mr. Humphreys said the plume is shown ending at the funnel-and-gate system; however, there
are a number of wells to the west of the funnel-and-gate system. He asked if samples were
collected from those wells to the west of the funnel and gate. Ms. Sabedra said monitoring well
MO028-E was sampled and there were direct-push samples collected to the south. Ms. Smith said
there are a number of monitoring wells to the west, but she recalls they are damaged and only
one monitoring well, MWO0-28B, near the rip rap is being used. She noted that wells may be
tidally influenced, which would dilute the samples. Mrs. Sweeney asked if the plume outline is
based on data from only one well. Mr. Robinson said samples were also collected from
piezometers.

During the review of slide 16, Mr. Humphreys asked if the soil remedy will be put in place after
the start of the groundwater remedy. Ms. Sabedra said that is correct. Ms. Smith asked if the
soil remedy will also include anchoring the slope to prevent slumping in the event of a maximum
credible earthquake. Ms. Sabedra said that is part of the soil remedy. Mr. Robinson clarified
that the groundwater remedy will begin in November 2011, but may not be complete by the time
the soil remedy begins. Ms. Sabedra added it is possible the ISCO treatment may be complete
when the soil remedy begins, although groundwater monitoring is ongoing. Ms. Smith asked if
monitoring will continue for 36 years. Ms. Sabedra said the length of monitoring is not known at
this time. Mr. Bangert asked if the monitoring wells used for long-term monitoring will interfere
with recreational use of the site, such as having exposed pipes. Ms. Sabedra said wells will be
installed throughout the landfill area as part of the long-term monitoring plan, and they can be
flush so as to not interfere with recreational use.

Mrs. Sweeney asked if the heat created using hydrogen peroxide persulfate is the same
temperature as the heat used in the six-phase heat treatment technology. Ms. Sabedra said it is
not, it is a much lower temperature increase that encourages microbial activity. Mrs. Sweeney
asked if the activity will volatilize metals in the ground. Ms. Sabedra said the chemistry of some
constituents beneath the ground surface may change, such as iron.

Mr. Hoy asked if the final design of the groundwater remedy will include the funnel-and-gate
system currently in place. Ms. Sabedra said the funnel-and-gate system will be left in place if it
does not hinder the current remedy.

Mr. Leach asked if biological treatment is being considered at this time as a possible remedy. He
noted if chemical treatment is used it could effectively kill any biological treatment also being
used. He asked if the treatment is supposed to restore the site to the same conditions as before it
was contaminated, and if that will be discussed in the final report. Ms. Sabedra said the
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treatment does change some of the chemical make-up below ground surface, but the aquifer is
expected to naturally recover from ISCO chemical upset.

IV. BCT Update

Mr. West provided the Base Realignment and Closure [BRAC] Cleanup Team (BCT) Update.
He provided a follow-up to the action item about who is responsible for posting fish advisories.
He said he spoke with Karen Taberski (Regional Monitoring Coordinator, San Francisco Bay
Water Board), and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) about
what is the responsibility of the city of Alameda (City) to post signs warning about consumption
of fish near Seaplane Lagoon. He said there is no legal responsibility at either the City, County
or State level to post such signs. He said there is a voluntary collaboration between California
Department of Public Health (CDPH), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the
City of San Francisco and the San Francisco Bay Fish Project to post signs. He provided an
OEHHA document “Consumption of Fish and Shellfish in California and the United States”
(Attachment B-5).

Ms. Smith said she would like the BCT updates to include more information about what is
discussed at BCT meetings. Mr. Robinson said the BCT meetings discuss what is topical at the
time, focusing on the documents that are being reviewed. Ms. Smith said she is interested in
hearing what the regulators are concerned about, and what issues they may have versus what the
Navy is proposing. Mr. West said he will provide an update of what is discussed at the BCT
meeting and highlight the topics.

V. Approval of May 5, 2011, RAB Meeting Minutes
Ms. Smith asked for comments on the May 5, 2011, RAB meeting minutes.
Mr. Humphreys provided the following comments:

e Page 3, fifth paragraph, last sentence remove “diagonal” and add “slanted down under the
buildings”, so it will read: “Therefore, that vapor barrier will have to be relied upon
forever unless lines are slanted down under the buildings to treat that area.”

e Page 8, fourth paragraph, last sentence, please define the acronym “SERDP”. The
acronym will now be spelled out: Strategic Environmental Research and Development
Program (SERDP).

Ms. Smith provided the following comments:
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Page 3, seventh paragraph, fifth sentence, change “it is” to “they are” so it will read:
“Ms. Smith said as RAB Co-chair she needs to receive all the materials the RAB
members are receiving to ensure that they are in the proper format and accessible.”

Page 4, first paragraph, fourth sentence add the word “have” so it will read, “Mr.
Robinson said the petroleum program has been characterizing petroleum sites, and it is
likely those have been characterized, but he would have to confirm that.”

Page 5, first paragraph, last sentence, change “lead” to “led”, so it will read: “Curtis Moss
(Navy PM) led the roundtable discussion of the OU-2B second revised draft feasibility
study report ...”

Page 6, third full paragraph, second sentence: “Mr. Moss said, there was a successful
removal action in the area of Plume 4-2 as shown by the “c” type shape of the source
area.” It will now read: “Mr. Moss said there was a successful removal action in the area
of Plume 4-2 as shown by the “c” shape in the source area.”

Page 9, second bullet, second sentence, remove “Based on a suggestion from Ms.
Smith...” So it will read: “Dr. Russell said the text should be revised to...

Page 10, first full paragraph, correct the spelling of “Teitrick” to “Tetirick”.

Dr. Gottstein provided the following comment:

Page 10, second indented paragraph, second sentence, change “Berry’s” to “Beery’s”, so
it will read: “Barry’s should be spelled Beery’s.”

The May 5, 2011, RAB meeting minutes were approved with the above requested modifications.

VI.

Review Action ltems

The status of previous action items was reviewed and is provided in the updated table below.

Ms. Smith handed two pages from a report that includes information about a historical
radiological shipment that arrived to Alameda Point via rail. The report says the shipment was in
poor shape, and materials were spilling out of the rail car. She asked Mr. Robinson for additional
details. Mr. Robinson said he will ask the Navy’s Radiological Affairs Support Office (RASO)
and provide an update of any further information.
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The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 PM. The will be no RAB meeting in July, but the tour is
scheduled for July 16, from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. The next RAB meeting will be held at 6:30

pm on Thursday August 4, 2011, at 950 West Mall Square, Alameda.

Action Items

Items grayed out have been completed at or since the May RAB meeting.

Action Items:

Previous Item #/
Action Item Status/ Action
Item Due Date:

Initiated
by:

Responsible
Person:

1. Request for Presentations:
a. Site 25 Plume Status
Tracking
b. OU-2C, Building 5/5A
Demolition Costs and
Feasibility
Postponed Presentations (pending
further action or information prior
to scheduling the presentation):
1. Site 1 Radiological RD/RA
work plan.

a./ Pending / 2011

b./ Pending / 2011

RAB

Mr.
Robinson

2. Mr. Fyfe and Mr. West will
check on responsibility of City of
Alameda to post signs warning
about consumption of fish near
Seaplane Lagoon.

6/Completed/
June 2, 2011

Dr. Gottstein

Mr. Fyfe,
Mr. West

& Mr. Russell will provide 15
copies of the 11x17 diagram of the
fuel lines along the north side of
Seaplane Lagoon.

Completed/June 2, 2011

Dr. Gottstein

Dr. Russell

4, Mr. West will contact Jeff
Knoth to determine if he would
like to continue being on the RAB,
or can suggest a replacement from
the AUSD.

New/June 16, 2011

Mr.
Humphreys

Mr. West

5. Navy will provide written
responses to RAB members on
comments submitted for the OU-
2B Feasibility Study Report.

New/August 4, 2011

Ms. Smith

Mr.
Robinson
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Previous Item #/

Action Items: Action Item Status/ Action Inltla_ted ResponSIPIe
i by: Person:
Item Due Date:

6. Navy will have their New/ July 31, 2011 Dr. Gottstein Mr.

contractor prepare a map showing Robinson

concentrations used to draw the

plume boundaries and a map

showing all sample locations and

their concentrations.

7. Mr. Robinson will ask New/August 4, 2011 Ms. Smith Mr.

RASO for any additional Robinson

documentation regarding potential
radiological material coming on
base by rail shipment and provide
an update to the RAB.
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B-1

B-2

B-3

B-4

B-5

ATTACHMENTS

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING ATTACHMENTS

Naval Air Station Alameda Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Agenda, June
2, 2011, (1 page)
RAB comment letter on 2™ Revised Draft, Feasibility Study Report, OU-2B

Letter from Joan Konrad regarding 2™ Revised Draft, Feasibility Study Report,
OU-2B.

Recent and upcoming deliverables and fieldwork schedule (2 pages)
Installation Restoration Site 1 Groundwater Remedial Action (17 slides)

OEHHA document “Consumption of Fish and Shellfish in California and the United
States” (13 pages)



Attachment A
(1 page)

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD
NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA

TIME

6:30 — 6:35

6:35 - 6:50

6:50 — 7:05

7:05-8:05

8:05-8:15

8:15-8:30

8:30

AGENDA
JUNE 2, 2011, 6:30 Pm

ALAMEDA POINT — BUILDING 1 - SUITE 140

CoMMUNITY CONFERENCE Room
(FROM PARKING LOT ON W MIDWAY AVE, ENTER THROUGH MIDDLE WING)

SUBJECT

Welcome and Introductions

Community and RAB Comment
Period*

Co-Chair Announcements

Site 1 Landfill; Groundwater
Remedial Action

BCT Update

Approval of Minutes
Review Action Items

RAB Meeting Adjournment

PRESENTER

Community and RAB

Community and RAB

Co-Chairs

Cecily Sabedra

Dale Smith

* If there is time at the end of the agenda, additional comments will be taken.
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Attachment B-4 (17 slides)

Cecily Sabedra

Remedial Project Manager
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Principal disposal
area for former
Naval Air Station
Alameda between
1943 and 1956




In-situ chemical oxidation (ISCO)

Monitored natural attenuation (MNA)
Institutional controls

Groundwater monitoring outside the VOC plume

STEP 1:

STEP 2:

STEP 3:

Pre-design characterization to identify
high-concentration zones for treatment

Design (includes bench test and
installing injection and monitoring wells
for field pilot testing)

Full scale implementation and
performance monitoring
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» UVOST borings found residual (laterally) petroleum
hydrocarbon impacts, greatest thickness at former waste

pit.

e Total VOC concentrations are larger in source area and
diminish downgradient
— Approximately 450,000 parts per billion in source area

— Approximately 40,000 to 80,000 ppb near funnel and
gate

e VOC Plume is thin and narrow:
— Significant impacts restricted to depths of 5 to 10 feet
— Width approximately 30 feet
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SOURCE A
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e Bench test set up to address potential high-
concentration residual contamination

e Bench testing evaluated three oxidant types ->
catalyzed hydrogen peroxide-activated sodium
persulfate (CHP-ASP) performed best

= Pilot study confirmed ability to achieve effective
distribution and oxidizing conditions
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e Install injection wells, extraction wells, and monitoring
wells

e Use ISCO to address VOCs
e Use of injection and extraction wells together:
— Improves oxidant distribution
— Minimizes plume displacement
— Provides make-up water for treatment solution
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November 2009
November 2010
July 2011

November 2011

September 2012
May 2013

Record of Decision
Pre-Design Characterization

Draft Remedial Design/Remedial Action
Work Plan for Groundwater

Remedial Action for Groundwater
Remedy

Final ROD Amendment for Area 1b
Remedial Action for Soil Areas
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Attachment B-5 OEHHA
Fish Consumption



bschmucker
Text Box
Attachment B-5 OEHHA Fish Consumption






































	June Attachments_1.pdf
	Att A June 2011 RAB Agenda_fr Navy
	Att B-1 RAB Letter 6.2.2011
	Att B-2 Konrad letter 6.2.2011
	Att B-3 Doc Sched_Field Sched
	Att B-4 Site 1 6.2 RAB
	Att B-5 OEHHA Fish Consumption




